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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

This study examines the content of professional, semi-professional,
and user-generated reviews. By comparing these three review
types, this study was able to identify characteristics and factors
unique to each type of review. Although, the amount of discourse
in a particular factor varied, food is clearly the most important
review factor regardless of review type. Semi-professional reviews
emphasize atmosphere and décor more than both newspaper and
user-generated reviews, while price factors were more prevalent in
semi-professional reviews and user-generated reviews than in
newspaper reviews. Understanding the varied structures of review
types provides guidance for both restaurateurs and review users.

Consumer satisfaction;
content analysis; restaurant
management; restaurant
reviews; user-generated
reviews

Introduction
Customers use restaurant reviews as a source of information when they are
unfamiliar with a restaurant. As can be expected, some of these reviews report
outstanding experiences and some report poor experiences. The impact
reviews can have for a restaurant is profound, as a result of these reviews,
restaurants can experience an increase or decrease in profitability, customer
visits, and employee morale (Bradley, Sparks, & Weber, 2015; Luca, 2011).
Currently, three main types of reviews exist: professional, semi-professional, and user-generated. Trained journalists write professional reviews,
such as those in the New York Times. The semi-professional reviews, such
as Zagat, an editorial committee curates several customer reviews and forms
one cohesive narrative. Finally, user-generated reviews are ones in which
customers are able to directly post their thoughts on a website regarding their
restaurant experience and are unmanaged in terms of content and style. Due
to the impact of restaurant reviews, it is important for both consumer and
restaurateur to understand the underlying structure of each review type and
the degree of commonality between them in order to use reviews effectively.
CONTACT Anish A. Parikh
parikha@mail.montclair.edu
Department of Management, Montclair State
University, 1 Normal Ave., Partridge Hall, Montclair, NJ 07043, USA.
© 2017 Taylor & Francis
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Customer satisfaction is multidimensional, meaning that there are several
factors (e.g., food quality, ambiance, service quality) that customers consider
when setting expectations of a restaurant (Knutson, Stevens, & Patton, 1996).
Restaurant reviews are also multidimensional; Chossat and Gergaud (2003)
noted that restaurant critic ratings do not exclusively reflect the food quality
but also environmental elements such as the venue or the choice of wines in
the cellars. In understanding the factors reported in restaurant reviews and
their relative consistency, consumers will be better able to choose which form
of review best suits their selection criteria. Restaurateurs also need to understand the level of congruency among reviews so they can focus their attention
on the points of critique common to all reviewers, which may benefit the
long-term operational health of their business.
For reviews to be effective, customers assume that critics will address issues
relevant to their concerns. Consequently, this study will examine the factors
examined and the level of consistency among the following types of restaurant
reviews: professional reviews, semi-professional reviews, and user-generated
reviews. The following research questions will be examined, “What content do
professional, semi-professional, and user-generated reviews examine?” and
“How, if at all, does the content among published professional, semi-professional, and user-generated reviews differ?”
Literature review
The relationship between critics and consumers appears to be a straightforward informing role; however, the relationship is nuanced. Studies have
shown that published reviews direct the attention of consumers toward
certain offerings and away from others, suggesting critics are both informers
and gatekeepers (Fleischer, 2009; Hsu, Roberts, & Swaminathan, 2012;
Shrum, 1991). Boorsma and Van Maanen (2003) found that theater audiences who had read a performance review prior to viewing the performance
had a significantly different opinion of the performance than those who had
not. This is consistent with the agenda setting and framing theory, which
states that mass media is able to influence the salience and opinion of a topic
(Yioutas & Segvic, 2003). For restaurant managers, the implication is that the
critic’s role can be of great importance; if a critic is positive in their reviews,
customers are more likely to patronize the restaurant; negative reviews will
have the opposite effect (Fleischer, 2009; Hsu et al., 2012).
There are three different types of restaurant reviews: professional reviews
(e.g., New York Times), semi-professional (e.g., Zagat), and user-generated
reviews (e.g., Yelp.com). User-generated reviews are perceived to be of lower
quality than professional reviews; however, peer reviews are perceived to be
more trustworthy than those provided by marketers or experts (Bickart &
Schindler, 2001; Huang & Chen, 2006; Smith, Menon, & Sivakumar, 2005).
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Research on virtual platforms suggests that information quality, argument
quality, and source credibility can directly influence customers’ perceptions
of usefulness. When an individual perceives online reviews for restaurant
products or services as highly informative and credible, they will consider it
as a useful source of information, thus influencing their purchasing decision
(Cheung, Lee, & Rabjohn, 2008).

Review types
Professional
Some expert critics have established evaluation criteria for writing reviews
(Hsu, Roberts, & Swaminathan, 2007). An example of this is Consumer
Reports magazine; experts rate each car according to a set number of principles
such as acceleration, braking, and reliability; however, in the case of restaurant
reviews this is not the case, there are no obvious standards that determine
product quality, instead critics rely on their status as experts and develop
personalized criteria for restaurants that are being evaluated (Hsu et al.,
2007). Most expert restaurant reviewers have journalism training and journalistic experience as well as restaurant industry experience before becoming a
restaurant critic (Titz, Lanza-Abbott, & Cordúa Y Cruz, 2004). Newspapers
generally view their audience as local diners who are looking for a higher-end
experience (Davis, 2009). For this reason, professional restaurant critics tend to
focus on newly opened, nonchain restaurants, popular restaurants, or existing
restaurants that introduce new menu items. Expert critics also tend to avoid
restaurants that are known to be of poor quality, and give newly opened
restaurants a ramp-up period before conducting a review.
Semi-professional
Zagat started in the 1970s as a print product (book) containing restaurant
reviews (Berriss & Sutton, 2007). Reviews are presented as numerical ratings and textual reviews. Zagat has long published curated textual commentary; stringing together snippets of reviews it receives to form a
composite sense of the restaurant. Zagat’s target market are transient and
local diners who are looking for a quality place to dine. When Zagat was
first founded it would review higher end restaurants; however, this has
changed recently to include a greater variety of restaurants. Zagat ratings
are based on a 30-point scale, made up of ratings for defined areas of food,
decor, and service. In addition to numerical scores, the survey also includes
a short descriptive paragraph that incorporates selected quotations from
several reviewers’ comments about each restaurant or service, as well as
pricing information.
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User-generated reviews
Yelp.com was launched in early 2005 with a focus on providing a platform for
consumers to provide local businesses reviews at no cost to the consumer.
Yelp.com reported they averaged more than 78 million unique monthly consumer views in the second quarter of 2012 and hosted 30 million reviews. Yelp.
com’s ability to create online communities gives it an advantage over its
competition. The community members provide reviews for the restaurants in
which they have dined. This allows Yelp.com to provide reviews for many
more restaurants than both professional and semi-professional review sources.
Networked individualism construct states “each person separately operates
his networks to obtain information, collaboration, orders, support, sociability, and a sense of belonging” (Wellman et al., 2006, p. 195). This virtual
community allows users to participate and to express themselves and their
individuality. Yelp.com’s focus on creating virtual communities is possibly
the key to its market dominance. Yelp.com has facilitated virtual communities by created location dependent “talk” forums that allow users to have
discussions based on local events, culture, food and other interests location.
This discourse increases engagement with the website and with other users.

Content of reviews

In an examination of the factors provided within newspaper restaurant reviews,
Titz et al. (2004) found that restaurants were generally evaluated on eight categories. These categories were: (1) quality of food, (2) quantity of food, (3) quality of
service, (4) ambiance and atmosphere, (5) menu variety, (6) price and value, (7)
other customers, and (8) professionalism. Similarly, Pantelidis (2010) conducted a
study which evaluated the content of user-generated restaurant reviews, in which
he found six factors that were mentioned most frequently: (1) food, (2) service, (3)
atmosphere or ambiance, (4) price, (5) menu, (6) design or decor. Though the
categories are similar, the weight assigned to each category was slightly different.
Although, previous studies have examined the content of professional and usergenerated restaurant reviews the authors were unable to locate any studies that
examined the content of semi-professional reviews.
Parikh, Behnke, Nelson, Vorvoreanu, and Almanza (2014) found that consumers who read restaurant reviews prefer to read reviews that most closely matched
their own purchase values. Meaning assessing the difference in evaluation criteria
will enable consumers and restaurant mangers better understand how their customers use different types of reviews. This study will qualitative investigate the
criteria examined by reviews. By examining professional restaurant reviews, semiprofessional reviews, and user-generated restaurant reviews it is possible to gain a
comprehensive understanding of which factors are most important to reviewers in
each of the three review mediums.

JOURNAL OF FOODSERVICE BUSINESS RESEARCH

501

Evaluative differences between reviews

Do expert and amateur reviewers evaluate restaurants the same way? This
question is particularly relevant to this study. Marketing efforts are most
effective when they target characteristics of the product that consumers
consider when making purchasing decisions (Plucker, Kaufman, Temple, &
Qian, 2009). This implies that consumers tend to prefer the type of review
that largely follows the criteria that are most similar to their own.
The authors were unable to find literature comparing professional and
amateur restaurant reviews. In the field of film quality, Boor (1992) found a
significant degree of inter-rater reliability between critic reviews and amateur
reviews; however, Holbrook (1999) found an R2 value of only 0.25. Meaning
the public opinions and expert opinions differed greatly. Plucker et al. (2009)
found that ratings given by students and critics differed significantly from
each other.

Study objectives

There is a lack of consensus within the literature regarding the congruency
between amateur and professional reviews. Restaurant reviews mitigate the
hidden information problem, thereby increasing sales (Luca, 2011) and
customers are more likely to trust reviews that are congruent (Chakravarty,
Liu, & Mazumdar, 2010). For this reason, it important to investigate the
consensus amount the three different review types.
This study will investigate the state of restaurant rating agreement by comparing qualitative ratings. By comparing professional restaurant reviews, semiprofessional reviews, and user-generated restaurant reviews qualitatively the
degree of agreement among different types of reviews can be determined. This
study aims to inform both restaurant managers and consumers, which attributes
of the restaurant experience restaurant critics are reporting by the type of
reporting medium.

Methodology
Data collection methods

Text from professional restaurant reviews from select newspapers, semiprofessional reviews from Zagat, and consumer generated reviews from the
Yelp.com website were compared. In order for a restaurant to be included as
an observation, reviews for the same restaurants needed to be available in
each of the three review mediums.
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Sampling strategy and procedures

The data were acquired from three sources: newspapers, Zagat and Yelp. The
newspaper websites used were: The New York Times, L.A. Times, San
Francisco Chronicle, and The Boston Globe. These newspapers were chosen
because they are the only top 20 digitally accessed newspapers, with weekly
professional restaurant reviews, and have freely accessible review archives
(Barthel, 2015). Newspapers review restaurants on a weekly basis, therefore,
multiple newspapers were needed to generate an adequate sample size. To
collect this data, 40 qualified restaurant reviews from each source were
identified and a random number generator subsequently selected 20 restaurants from that population to establish a degree of randomization. Several
newspapers were chosen to minimize reviewer bias. Zagat was chosen as a
well-known semi-professional review provider with a large, geographically
diverse reviewer network, while Yelp.com was chosen as the largest usergenerated restaurant review website, with over 80 million monthly visitors
and 30 million reviews from geographically diverse areas (Yelp.com, 2015).
For each of the 20 selected restaurants, review text was accessed, collected, and
stored in a database for analysis. All reviews were accessed electronically via the
internet. As Yelp.com has multiple reviews per restaurant only the top-ranked
review, according to Yelp.com’s proprietary algorithm, was used for comparative
purposes.

Data analysis methods

Content analysis was used to examine the data. Content analysis is defined as a
systematic examination of text, which allows for the identification of patterns,
themes and meanings (Bauer & Gaskell, 2000). According to Krippendorff (2004)
content analysis allows for comparisons of a topic between different sources.
Cross-sectional content analysis was used in this research because it allows for
comparison of the underlying themes between the professional, semi-professional,
and user-generated reviews. This study used categories established by Pantelidis
(2010) in his research on frequently mentioned categories in restaurant reviews.
Alongside the categories found in Pantelidis (2010), four categories were added:
spirits, wines, chef, and waiter. These four additional categories emerged as a result
of the high frequency of mentions. Table 1 describes the coding framework used
for this study. The meaning unit was the complete sentence of the category that was
mentioned, each meaning unit was only coded once. NVIVO 10 software was used
for coding as this allowed for directly link the coding units and text units for greater
consistency when reviewing the data. NVIVO also created an output file for
statistical analysis that contained the name of the code, number of meaning
units within the code, and total word count for each code category. After all the
reviews were coded, each was compared by conducting t-tests using SPSS 20.0.0.1.
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Table 1. Coding framework.
Code
Definition
Atmosphere Ambiance, mood, and
environment of the restaurant

Chef
Décor

Food

Price

Service

Spirits

Waiter

Wine

Example
Square Peg is set into a former Marathon Grill in
Washington Square West and targets Levin’s most
mainstream audience yet, the neighborhood’s bustling
and young medical-complex crowd.
The chief cook of the restaurant Chef Al Paris’ unbridled ebullience, expressed these days
or principle management
in cornucopias of fiddlehead ferns.
Decoration and style of the
Tables are bare. The low-level New Orleans swag decor
dining room
comes complete with a 5-foot alligator made from purple
bottle caps on one wall.
Cuisine, menu items, and food The toasty cornmeal bottom gave way to butter-toasted
item descriptions
crags inside its deflated-tire middle, then a moist, almost
underbaked-biscuit core.
Cost of a food item and/or
Be warned, prices are nearly in the same range as The
average cost of dining
French Laundry, but if you’re someone who adores
molecular gastronomy and the artfulness that comes with
it, I think you’ll find the experience to be well worth it!
Quality of management and
Servers did their best to service the tables, but there
staff
weren’t enough of them to do a good job. We also didn’t
notice the warm reception mentioned on the menu.
Beverage/cocktail comprised of The beverage program includes some outstanding, novel
distilled alcohol
cocktails—the Amnesiac is my favorite—whose only
disadvantage is that they take some time to produce.
A specific wait staff member
I cannot stop raving about our waiter, Yves (as he said,
“just like Yves Saint Laurent”) he is this amazingly
charming gentleman who has the most awesome French
accent AND is SO passionate about his job.
Wine, wine list, or wine cellar
There’s a user-friendly wine list, the 90 or so bottles
organized by weight and flavor profile; the wines are
heavily Italian but not exclusively.

Results
The intent of this study was to examine how key review factors varied
between different types of reviews. Five factors were derived from
Pantelidis (2010) and four additional factors derived through inductive
qualitative analysis, these nine key factors were: atmosphere, décor, wine,
spirits, food, price, service, chef, and waiter. The menu factor as noted by
Pantelidis (2010), was originally intended for coding, however, this item was
not mentioned in any of the reviews, thus excluded. Table 2 identifies the
number of times each factor was mentioned by review type and the average
percentage of total word count of each factor by review type. Percentages do
not total to 100% because not all sentences within a given review were coded
due to some sentences being extraneous to the review (e.g., My husband and
I were celebrating our 10th anniversary).
Although, newspapers had more instances in which a factor was mentioned than other types of reviews except for service and waiter factors it
should be noted that the average newspaper review is substantially longer
than the average Yelp.com or Zagat review. The average word count for a
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Table 2. Number of mentions of a factor by review type.
Newspaper
Factor
Atmosphere
Chef
Décor
Food
Price
Service
Spirits
Waiter
Wine

Instances
34
33
27
85
23
17
5
1
11

Percent
1.8%
2.5%
2.4%
17.5%
0.7%
1.3%
0.2%
0.0%
1.3%

Zagat
Instances
27
8
17
27
15
17
1
0
2

Yelp.com
Percent
11.7%
5.1%
9.7%
28.5%
8.1%
9.0%
0.5%
0.0%
0.05%

Instances
14
2
6
35
10
26
4
7
4

Percent
4.3%
0.1%
1.5%
38.7%
4.3%
11.3%
2.0%
2.3%
1.3%

newspaper review was 1126.05 (SD = 453.9), compared to Yelp.com at an
average of 273.2 (SD = 107.7) words per review and Zagat with an average of
62.8 (SD = 11.8) words per review. Table 3 shows the total number of words
each medium dedicated to a given factor for the 20 reviews examined within
the study. As expected, newspapers dedicated the most words per factor and
Zagat the least number of words.
For this reason, percentage of total words for a given factor (number of
words used to describe the factors divided by the total word count) was also
considered. A matched pair t-test was used to compare reviews among the
three different review types. This was done because to ensure that the
restaurants reviews consistent among the review mediums. Reviews for the
same restaurant were obtained from all three sources, which were then
analyzed using the matched pair t-test procedure Results are shown in
Table 4.
Several differences were found between professional, semi-professional, and
amateur reviews. Proportionally, Zagat had much more content dedicated to
restaurant atmosphere then both Yelp.com and newspaper reviews. Yelp.com
reviews proportionately mentioned the chef and the décor of a restaurant
significantly less than both Zagat and the newspaper reviews; however, it
dedicated significantly more space toward the waiter factor. Newspapers also
dedicated significantly fewer words, proportionately, to price, service, and food
Table 3. Total number of words by factor.
Newspaper
Factor
Atmosphere
Chef
Décor
Food
Price
Service
Spirits
Waiter
Wine

Word
740
1224
1207
8903
409
648
115
43
806

Percent
5.3%
8.7%
8.6%
63.2%
2.9%
4.6%
0.8%
0.3%
5.7%

Zagat
Words
132
59
105
349
101
105
5
0
7

Yelp
Percent
15.3%
6.8%
12.2%
40.4%
11.7%
12.2%
0.6%
0.0%
0.8%

Words
197
15
105
2038
203
514
199
228
27

Percent
5.6%
0.4%
3.0%
57.8%
5.8%
14.6%
5.6%
6.5%
0.8%
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Table 4. Comparison of reviews by percentage of total word count.
Factor
Pair 1
Pair 2
Pair 3
Pair 4
Pair 5
Pair 6
Pair 7
Pair 8
Pair 9
Pair 10
Pair 11
Pair 12
Pair 13
Pair 14
Pair 15
Pair 16
Pair 17
Pair 18
Pair 19
Pair 20
Pair 21
Pair 22
Pair 23
Pair 24
Pair 25
Pair 26
Pair 27
*p < .05.

Comparison
Atmosphere Paper
Atmosphere Yelp
Atmosphere Paper
Atmosphere Zagat
Atmosphere Yelp
Atmosphere Zagat
Chef Paper
Chef Yelp
Chef Paper
Chef Zagat
Chef Yelp
Chef Zagat
Décor Paper
Décor Yelp
Décor Paper
Décor Zagat
Décor Yelp
Décor Zagat
Food Paper
Food Yelp
Food Paper
Food Zagat
Food Yelp
Food Zagat
Price Paper
Price Yelp
Price Paper
Price Zagat
Price Yelp
Price Zagat
Service Paper
Service Yelp
Service Paper
Service Zagat
Service Yelp
Service Zagat
Waiter Paper
Waiter Yelp
Waiter Paper
Waiter Zagat
Waiter Yelp
Waiter Zagat
Wine Paper
Wine Zagat
Wine Paper
Wine Yelp
Wine Yelp
Wine Zagat
Spirits Paper
Spirits Yelp
Spirit Paper
Spirit Zagat
Spirits Zagat
Spirits Yelp

µ
−0.026

σ
0.065

t
−1.779

p
.091

−.099

0.103

−4.322

.000*

−.074

0.108

−3.038

.007*

.024

0.017

6.254

.000*

−.025

0.078

−1.467

.159

−.050

0.077

−2.872

.010*

.008

0.046

0.790

−.074

0.102

−3.271

.004*

−.082

0.116

−3.175

.005*

−.212

0.209

−4.532

.000*

−.110

0.202

−2.445

.024*

.102

0.283

1.607

−.036

0.080

−1.997

.060*

−.073

0.084

−3.926

.001*

−.038

0.111

−1.523

.144

−0.101

0.113

−3.982

.001*

−0.077

0.107

−3.218

.005*

0.023

0.156

0.671

−0.023

0.047

−2.155

0.001

0.003

1.000

.330

0.023

0.047

2.229

.038*

0.008

0.029

1.194

.247

0.000

0.034

0.035

.972

0.007

0.039

0.864

.398

0.018

0.065

1.225

.235

−0.004

0.025

−0.638

.531

−0.014

0.068

−0.948

.355

.439

.125

.510
.044*
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then both Yelp.com and Zagat. Instances mentioning wine and spirits were not
significantly different among any of the review types. The absolute number of
instances a factor was mentioned in newspaper reviews far outnumbered both
Zagat and Yelp.com reviews in each category except for the factors of service and
waiter; however, as previously noted, this is because newspaper reviews are
much longer than Zagat and Yelp.com reviews.
Reliability

In order to provide validation of a coding method it must be established that
the coding scheme is not limited to use by one individual. In this study the
principal investigator coded all of the reviews. Although, there is debate on
the sample size for reliability assessments, 10 to 20% of the total sample is a
rough guideline (Potter & Levine-Donnerstein, 1999; Wimmer & Dominick,
2006, p. 150) For the purposes of this study, 20% of the original sample was
coded by a second person. A Cohen’s Kappa coefficient of 0.81 was found,
which is considered a substantial level of agreement (Landis & Koch, 1977).
Discussion

The intangibility of restaurant products makes it difficult to evaluate them
before consumption, thus highlighting the importance of reviews as a source
of pre-purchase information. Given the many different types of information
available to the consumer, it is important to study the differences among the
three types of reviews most commonly available: professional, semi-professional, and user-generated. This study contributed to knowledge development in foodservice field by examining the relative emphasis each type of
review placed on the different criteria. This study also provided useful
implications for hospitality managers. As restaurants face intense competition, restaurant managers need to improve their specific operational criteria
to improve the online attractiveness of their restaurants.
This study found that on a word count basis, newspaper reviews had the greatest
discourse on a given factor, followed by Zagat and then Yelp.com. This is likely due
to fewer word limit constraints in newspapers and the fact that professional
reviewers having journalistic training. In addition, Yelp.com reviews often spoke
of items that were not directly related to a review (e.g., “People who give this a one
or two stars are, I assume, just deeply unhappy people”), in part reflecting their less
structured nature. For these reasons, absolute word count is problematic when it
comes to comparing review types; therefore, the percentage of words dedicated to a
factor was applied permitting proportional analysis for determine factor priorities.
As previously stated, there were several differences between professional, semiprofessional, and user-generated restaurant reviews. Zagat reviews were the most
varied in the number of factors it considered, as it was only significantly lower in
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the “waiter” category; whereas, Yelp.com and newspaper reviews offered more
discourse to each factor they consider.
Although the amount of discourse in a particular factor varied, food was clearly
the most important quality of a restaurant. Proportionately, newspaper reviews
mentioned food significantly less often than Zagat and Yelp.com reviews; nevertheless, it was the primary factor in the reviews. However, when looking at the data
in terms of total number of times food was mentioned, newspaper reviews clearly
spent the greatest amount of words discussing food. This suggests that newspaper
reviews go into greater detail with regards to food than the other two forms of
review. Food is the primary variable that influences a reviewer’s restaurant perception. In both the newspaper and Yelp.com reviews, food had more words dedicated
to it than all other categories combined. No matter how good the service, or
atmosphere, if the restaurant fails to meet the customer’s food expectations, the
experience will be perceived negatively; a badly handled reservation call or an
unkempt restaurant exterior can counter a wonderful entrée.
Newspaper reviews proportionately devoted significantly less words to
service than the other two types of reviews. Yelp.com used 11.3% of its
word count toward service; whereas, newspapers used roughly 1% of that
amount toward service. This implies that Yelp.com reviews gave more
emphasis to service then newspaper reviews. This is also apparent in the
fact that newspaper reviews never mentioned their waitperson, whereas Yelp.
com subscribers devoted 2.3% of their word count toward them. In absolute
terms, newspapers devoted more space to service than either of the other
types of reviews, again a reflection of the larger word count limits.
Other than food, Zagat editors value atmosphere and décor more than
both newspaper and Yelp.com reviewers, since they are willing to allocate the
greatest amount of space within the review to these factors. In fact, Zagat
dedicated a greater percentage words to the atmosphere and décor then both
newspaper and Yelp.com reviews combined. Zagat editors believe its readers
will find atmosphere and décor an important part of their dining experience.
However, on a word count basis, newspapers mentioned atmosphere and
decor much more often than Zagat and Yelp.com; a total of 61 times
compared to 44 for Zagat and 20 for Yelp.com.
Price factors were mentioned significantly more in Zagat and Yelp.com
than newspaper reviews. Price factors were mentioned in 0.7% of the words
in newspaper reviews, whereas Zagat and Yelp.com reviews mentioned price
factors 8.1 and 4.3%, respectively. While it may seem that this indicates that
newspaper reviewers believe their audience is not price sensitive or that price
is less important than other elements of the meal experience, in absolute
terms, newspaper reviews mentioned price over twice as many times as Yelp.
com and 1.5 times as Zagat. Because the absolute number of times price is
mentioned within newspaper reviews it can be concluded that newspapers
assume newspaper customers also value price information in a review.
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Zagat reviews are the densest in terms total word count percentage devoted to
the factors used in this analysis. Zagat reviews had significantly higher means in all
factors except “waiter” when compared to newspaper and Yelp.com. For consumers, Zagat may seem the most efficient use of information search resources
because the review remove much of the extraneous information and focus on
factors that are the most important to readers. However, some readers may prefer
having more robust reviews, such as newspaper reviews, or a greater number of
reviews, such as Yelp.com in order to “triangulate” the true quality of a restaurant.
Each type of review is valuable to a different type of reader, restaurant managers
must understand their demographics and focus on the factors that are most
relevant to their target diners.

Conclusions
One of the underlying questions driving this study was whether or not
experts and amateurs evaluate restaurants in the same way. This study clearly
indicated that although each have areas in common, such as food quality and
price, there are also areas of emphasis that are unique to each type of
reviewer, such as amount of discourse on chef or waiter. As there are
differences in review criteria, there will be differences in the audience that
values each of the three types of reviews.
Newspaper, Zagat, and Yelp.com reviews emphasize different criteria.
Restaurant managers should take note that each of the three types of reviews has
different user demographics. All three types of review users slightly lean toward
females. Yelp.com claims that 46% of its users fall into the 18–34-year-old range;
another 36% fall within the 35–49 age bracket. By contrast, 34% of registered online
Zagat users are between the ages of 31 and 40; 29% between 41 and 50; and 26%
between 51 and 64 (Carman, 2012). Newspaper readership is older with over 62%
of the readership over the age of 65, while only 26% of 18–34-year-olds read
newspapers (Edmonds, Guskin, Rosenstiel, & Mitchell, 2012). Zagat is relatively
more focused on college graduates and professional users than Yelp.com and one
would assume from this that the average Zagat user has slightly more income than
the average Yelp.com user. Newspaper readership also correlates with higher
income levels. New York Times’ readers had a median income of $74,000 or
roughly $24,000 greater than the national average. Twenty-one percent of the
Chicago Tribune’s readership has an income over $75,000 and 24% have an income
greater than $100,000.
Restaurants would benefit by being proactive in reacting to reviews. Because
resources are limited it is important for restaurant managers to understand
their customer demographics and actively examine the type of information
their patrons are accessing. Beyond food, a restaurant with customer base that
is typically between 24–35-years-old should focus their resources on service
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and price factors, whereas a restaurant that caters to customers who are over
60 years old should focus their energies to décor and hiring a reputable chef.
This study has several limitations. First, although steps were taken to
minimize coding errors, the coding was performed manually and it was not
possible to totally eliminate errors. Second, only full-service restaurants were
examined; so results are not fully generalizable. Third, only restaurants in
large metropolitan areas within the United States were examined. Finally, the
data were gathered from Zagat.com, Yelp.com and five newspapers; using
different sources may have an impact on results. Future research should
examine the differences between reviews across a variety of user-generated
restaurant review websites. An objective look at ratings (i.e., to compare the
number of stars) should also be examined in the future. Given the word
count disparity, future comparative studies may consider focusing on online
review platforms that have similar word count constraints. Finally, future
research should also be replicated across different cultures and geographic
locations due to different regions having different values.
This study shows the importance of understanding the differences among
review types, and which forms of communications restaurant operators
should monitor and manage. Not only can restaurateurs achieve a better
understanding of what consumers want and how they perceive their restaurant, they can also identify areas of improvement thereby enabling restaurateurs to better grow their businesses. Such a strategy allows restaurants to
focus on areas that matter the most to their customers. For example if a
restaurant has customer demographics similar to Yelp.com users, they should
focus their efforts on service and wait staff quality, whereas if a restaurant has
customer demographics that resemble newspaper readership, they should
invest in a chef with a known reputation. Review platforms can also take
advantage of this study by creating reviews that are highly differentiated from
existing sites; by doing this they are able to better differentiate themselves
from existing reviews.

References
Barthel, M. (2015). State of the news media 2015: Newspapers: Fact sheet. Retrieved from
http://www.journalism.org/2015/04/29/newspapers-fact-sheet/
Bauer, M. W., & Gaskell, G. (2000). Qualitative researching with text, image and sound: A
practical handbook for social research. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications Limited.
Berriss, D., & Sutton, D. (2007). Ethnic succession and the new American restaurant cuisine.
New York, NY: Berg.
Bickart, B., & Schindler, R. M. (2001). Internet forums as influential sources of consumer
information. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 15(3), 31–40. doi:10.1002/dir.1014
Boor, M. (1992). Relationships among ratings of motion pictures by viewers and six professional movie critics. Psychological Reports, 70(3c), 1011–1021. doi:10.2466/
pr0.1992.70.3c.1011

510

A. A. PARIKH ET AL.

Boorsma, M., & Van Maanen, H. (2003). View and review in the netherlands: The role of
theatre critics in the construction of audience experience. International Journal of Cultural
Policy, 9(3), 319–335. doi:10.1080/1028663032000161731
Bradley, G. L., Sparks, B. A., & Weber, K. (2015). The stress of anonymous online reviews: A
conceptual model and research agenda. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, 27(5), 739–755. doi:10.1108/ijchm-01-2014-0005
Carman, T. (2012). Zagat’s takes you back to stuffy dining. Retrieved from http://www.washing
toncitypaper.com/articles/39550/zagats-takes-you-back-to-stuffy-dining-welcome-to-an/
Chakravarty, A., Liu, Y., & Mazumdar, T. (2010). The differential effects of online word-ofmouth and critics’ reviews on pre-release movie evaluation. Journal of Interactive
Marketing, 24(3), 185–197. doi:10.1016/j.intmar.2010.04.001
Cheung, C. M. K., Lee, M. K. O., & Rabjohn, N. (2008). The impact of electronic word-ofmouth: The adoption of online opinions in online customer communities. Internet
Research, 18(3), 229–247. doi:10.1108/10662240810883290
Chossat, V., & Gergaud, O. (2003). Expert opinion and gastronomy: The recipe for success.
Journal of Cultural Economics, 27(2), 127–141. doi:10.1023/a:1023432502059
Davis, M. (2009). A taste for New York: Restaurant reviews, food discourse, and the field of
gastronomy in America. PhD 3361965, New York University, Ann Arbor, MI. Retrieved
from http://gradworks.umi.com/33/61/3361965.html
Edmonds, R., Guskin, E., Rosenstiel, T., & Mitchell, V. W. (2012). Newspapers: By the
numbers. Retrieved from http://stateofthemedia.org/2012/newspapers-building-digital-rev
enues-proves-painfully-slow/newspapers-by-the-numbers/
Fleischer, A. (2009). Ambiguity and the Equity of Rating Systems: United States Brokerage
Firms, 1995-2000. Administrative Science Quarterly, 54(4), 555–574. doi:10.2189/
asqu.2009.54.4.555
Holbrook, M. B. (1999). Popular appeal versus expert judgments of motion pictures. Journal
of Consumer Research, 26(2), 144–155. doi:10.1086/209556
Hsu, G., Roberts, P. W., & Swaminathan, A. (2007). Standards for quality and the coordinating role of critics. University of California, Davis. Retrieved from http://citeseerx.ist.psu.
edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.151.5007&rep=rep1&type=pdf
Hsu, G., Roberts, P. W., & Swaminathan, A. (2012). Evaluative schemas and the mediating
role of critics. Organization Science, 23(1), 83–97. doi:10.1287/orsc.1100.0630
Huang, J. H., & Chen, Y. F. (2006). Herding in online product choice. Psychology &
Marketing, 23(5), 413–428. doi:10.1002/Mar.20119
Knutson, B. J., Stevens, P., & Patton, M. (1996). Dineserv: Measuring service quality in quick
service, casual/theme, and fine dining restaurants. Journal of Hospitality & Leisure
Marketing, 3(2), 35–44. doi:10.1300/J150v03n02_04
Krippendorff, K. (2004). Reliability in content analysis - Some common misconceptions and
recommendations. Human Communication Research, 30(3), 411–433. doi:10.1093/Hcr/30.3.411
Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical
data. Biometrics, 33(1), 159–174. doi:10.2307/2529310
Luca, M. (2011). Reviews, reputation, and revenue: The case of Yelp. com. Harvard Business
School NOM Unit Working Paper. Retrieved from http://erhanerdogan.com/wp-content/
blogs.dir/1695/files/2011/10/12-016.pdf
Pantelidis, I. S. (2010). Electronic meal experience: A content analysis of online restaurant
comments. Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 51(4), 483–491. doi:10.1177/1938965510378574
Parikh, A. A., Behnke, C., Nelson, D., Vorvoreanu, M., & Almanza, B. (2014). A qualitative
assessment of Yelp.Com users’ motivations to submit and read restaurant reviews. Journal
of Culinary Science & Technology, 13(1), 1–18. doi:10.1080/15428052.2014.952474

JOURNAL OF FOODSERVICE BUSINESS RESEARCH

511

Plucker, J. A., Kaufman, J. C., Temple, J. S., & Qian, M. (2009). Do experts and novices
evaluate movies the same way? Psychology and Marketing, 26(5), 470–478. doi:10.1002/
mar.v26:5
Potter, W. J., & Levine-Donnerstein, D. (1999). Rethinking validity and reliability in content
analysis. Journal of Applied Communication Research, 27(3), 258–284. doi:10.1080/
00909889909365539
Shrum, W. (1991). Critics and publics: Cultural mediation in highbrow and popular performing arts. American Journal of Sociology, 97(2), 347–375. doi:10.1086/229782
Smith, D., Menon, S., & Sivakumar, K. (2005). Online peer and editorial recommendations,
trust, and choice in virtual markets. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 19(3), 15–37.
doi:10.1002/dir.20041
Titz, K., Lanza-Abbott, J. A., & Cordúa Y Cruz, G. (2004). The anatomy of restaurant reviews:
An exploratory study. International Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Administration, 5(1),
49–65. doi:10.1300/J149v05n01_03
Wellman, B., Quan-Haase, A., Boase, J., Chen, W., Hampton, K., Díaz, I., & Miyata, K.
(2006). The social affordances of the Internet for networked individualism. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 8(3). doi:10.1111/j.1083-6101.2003.tb00216.x
Wimmer, R. D., & Dominick, J. R. (2006). Mass media research: An introduction. Boston,
MA: Wadsworth Publishing Company.
Yelp.com. (2015). An introduction to Yelp metrics. Retrieved from http://www.yelp.com/
factsheet
Yioutas, J., & Segvic, I. (2003). Revisiting the Clinton/Lewinsky scandal: The convergence of
agenda setting and framing. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 80(3), 567–582.
doi:10.1177/107769900308000306

Copyright of Journal of Foodservice Business Research is the property of Taylor & Francis
Ltd and its content may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv
without the copyright holder's express written permission. However, users may print,
download, or email articles for individual use.

